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REMARKS 

1 .) Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1-4, 8-11, 14-19, 22-24, 27-30 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,771,288 issued to Dent et al. (hereinafter 
"Dent"). To support such rejection, Dent must disclose every element of the Invention 
as claimed. More particularly, "a claim is anticipated only if each and every element as 
set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior 
art reference." Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 
USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). "The identical invention must be shown in as 
complete detail as is contained in the ... claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 
F.2d 1226, 1236. 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). With the above requirement 
in mind, Applicants respectfully submit that Dent fails to disclose every element of the 
invention as specified in each independent claim. 

Regarding independent claim 1, Applicants respectfully submit that Dent fails to 
disclose every element of the invention as specified in claim 1. For example, Dent fails 
to disclose the limitation regarding "encrypting the PN sequence to render an encrypted 
PN sequence" for the following reasons. 

First, Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to specifically cite where in 
Dent should Applicants review so as to understand how Dent discloses each limitation 
of claim 1. Applicants* request is responsive to the Examiner's reliance on column 3, 
line 5 to column 28, line 5 of Dent for disclosing each limitation of claim 1. Such broad 
citing is inappropriate and, frankly, inconsiderate. Second, the word "encrypt" does not 
appear in the description of Dent. Third, the summary of Dent specifies that the 
pseudorandomly generated code key is used to select one of the scrambling masks 
common to all the mobile stations in a particular cell. Column 3, lines 34-37. 
Thereafter, the selected scrambling mask is used to by a modulo-2 N-bit adder 53 to 
scramble codewords generated by block coder 52. See, e.g., Figure 7. In contrast the 
method of claim 1 encrypts the PN sequence and thereafter uses such encrypted PN 
sequence to spread a communication signal. Applicants respectfully submit [a] that 
Dent does not encrypt the PN sequence and [2] that Denfs use of the modulo-2 N-bit 
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adder to scramble the codewords is different from using the encrypted PN sequence to 
spread a communication signal. Thus, Dent fails to disclose at least one limitation of 
claim 1. 

Accordingly, claim 1 is not anticipated by Dent and is believed to be patentable 
over Dent 

Claims 2-3 depend from independent claim 1, which is believed to be patentable, 
and thus their rejection is moot. 

Independent claim 8 contains at least one limitation that is similar to at least one 
limitation of claim 1, which is believed to be patentable. Accordingly, claim 8 is not 
anticipated by and is believed to be patentably distinguishable over Dent for reasons 
similar to those discussed above regarding claim 1. 

Claims 9-11 depend from independent claim 8, which is believed to be 
patentable, and thus their rejection is moot. 

Independent claim 14 contains at least one limitation that is similar to at least one 
limitation of claim 1, which is believed to be patentable. Accordingly, claim 14 is not 
anticipated by and is believed to be patentably distinguishable over Dent for reasons 
similar to those discussed above regarding claim 1. 

Claim 15 depends from independent claim 14, which is believed to be patentable, 
and thus its rejection is moot. 

Independent claim 16 contains at least one limitation that is similar to at least one 
limitation of daim 1, which is believed to be patentable. Accordingly, claim 16 is not 
anticipated by and is believed to be patentably distinguishable over Dent for reasons 
similar to those discussed above regarding claim 1. 

Claims 17-19 ultimately depend from independent claim 16 T which is believed to 
be patentable, and thus their rejection is moot 

Independent claim 22 contains at least one limitation that is similar to at least one 
limitation of claim 1 , which is believed to be patentable. Accordingly, claim 22 is not 
anticipated by and is believed to be patentably distinguishable over Dent for reasons 
similar to those discussed above regarding claim 1. 

Claims 23-24 ultimately depend from independent claim 22, which is believed to 
be patentable, and thus their rejection is moot. 
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Independent claim 27 contains at least one limitation that is similar to at least one 
limitation of claim 1, which is believed to be patentable. Accordingly, claim 27 is not 
anticipated by and is believed to be patentably distinguishable over Dent for reasons 
similar to those discussed above regarding claim 1. 

Claims 28-30 depend from independent claim 27, which is believed to be 
patentable, and thus their rejection is moot. 

3.) Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 5-7, 10, 12-13, 20-21, 25-26 and 31-34 and stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dent, as applied to claims 1 f 8, 16, 22 and 
27, respectively above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,044,388 issued to 
DeBellis (hereinafter "DeBellis"). Before addressing this rejection in detail, it should be 
noted that the Examiner bears the initial burden of factually supporting any prima facie 
conclusion of obviousness. MPEP 2142. To establish prima facie case of obviousness, 
certain criteria must be met First the prior art reference or references when combined 
must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. Second, there must be some 
suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to 
combine reference teachings. With the above requirements in mind, Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection per discussion below. 

Regarding claims 5-7, they indirectly depend from independent claim 1, which is 
believed to be patentable, and thus claims 5-7 should also be non-obvious and 
patentably distinguishable over Dent in view of DeBellis. MPEP 2143.03. 

Regarding claim 10 and 12-13, they directly or indirectly depend from 
independent claim 8, which is believed to be patentable, and thus these claims should 
also be non-obvious and patentably distinguishable over Dent in view of DeBellis. 
MPEP 2143.03. 

Regarding claims 20-21, they indirectly depend from independent claim 16, 
which is believed to be patentable, and thus claims 20-21 should also be non-obvious 
and patentably distinguishable over Dent in view of DeBellis. MPEP 2143.03. 
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Regarding claims 25-26, they indirectly depend from independent claim 22, 
which is believed to be patentable, and thus claims 25-26 should also be non-obvious 
and patentably distinguishable over Dent in view of DeBellis. MPEP 2143.03. 

Regarding claims 31-34, they indirectly depend from independent claim 27, 
which is believed to be patentable, and thus claims 31-34 should also be non-obvious 
and patentabiy distinguishable over Dent in view of DeBellis. MPEP 2143.03. 



Claims 1-34 are presently standing in this patent application. In view of the 
foregoing remarks, each and every point raised in the Office Action mailed on 
September 27, 2005 has been addressed on the basis of the above remarks. 
Applicants believe all of the claims currently pending in this patent application to be in a 
condition for allowance. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections are 
respectfully requested. However, should the Examiner believe that direct contact with 
Applicants' attorney would advance the prosecution of the application, the Examiner is 
invited to telephone the undersigned at the number given below. 



QUALCOMM Incorporated 
Attn: Patent Department 
5775 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego, California 92121-1714 
Telephone: (858) 658-5787 
Facsimile: (858) 658-2602 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted, 




by Dang M. Vo 
Registration No. 45,183 
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